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PREFACE

“Canada and the United Nations” is a survey of the activities
and accomplishments during 1950 of the United Nations and the
Specialized Agencies, and of the participation of Canada in these
bodies. It attempts to put in perspective not only the political and
military activities of the United Nations which are constantly brought
to our attention, but also the economic and social activities of the
whole United Nations system. This system consists not merely of
the Security Council and the Assembly but of all the conferences,
councils and commissions working under the United Nations and the
Specialized Agencies in New York, Geneva, and throughout the world.

The diverse achievements of the United Nations in economic,
social and humanitarian fields, though less spectacular and easier of
accomplishment than in political fields, touch upon almost every
aspect of human endeavour. The initiation in 1950, for instance, of
the programme of technical assistance to under-developed countries
has far-reaching implications. This programme, and related pro-
jects outside the United Nations, represent the beginning of a vast
and constructive effort designed to assist countries which are retarded
in material development to make better use of their own resources
for the improvement of their own living standards. Such pro-
grammes are not designed as acts of charity; they are investments in
prosperity in which all will share. As a complement to these pro-
grammes, new industries will be set up, agricultural techniques
improved, and international trade stimulated so that the general
standard of living may be raised. Methods by which the long-term
economic development of the less-developed countries can best be
financed are now being discussed in the United Nations.

But technical assistance and long-term development projects are
not merely econcmic in nature. They are designed to improve health
standards and living conditions, and in this way they are closely
associated with other projects in the social field which are being
pursued in the United Nations and the Specialized Agencies. The
programme of advisory social welfare services, for instance, is
proving an excellent channel through which the experience of the
more highly-developed countries may be made available to the
responsible authorities in less-developed areas. Outstanding work is
also being done on behalf of refugees by the International Refugee
Organization, which will terminate its activities in September 1951,
but which by that time will have resettled over one million refugees.
Under special United Nations programmes, refugees in the Middle
East have been assisted and plans are being made for aid to be
extended to victims of the war in Korea. These are but a few of the
large number of economic and social activities of the United Nations
and the Specialized Agencies which are described in this report.
The extent of these activities represents no mean achievement for an
international system whose total annual budget is about $80,000,000.

In the long run, the maintenance of peace is closely related to
this great work of social and economic development. Peace un-
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accompanied by a steady improvement in the lot of all peoples would
be an unstable achievement of the United Nations. At the moment,
however, the unhappy position in which the Free World finds itself
is that its long-term objective of social and economic progress must
inevitably be subordinated to a considerable extent to the short-term
objective of defending itself against the threat to the conditions of
peace and security without which social progress is impossible.

Although the importance of economic and social development
must not be under-estimated, the major issue during 1950 for the
United Nations was the North Korean aggression and the con-
sequences of that aggression, particularly as they affected the prin-
ciple of collective security.

During the period since the United Nations was founded, the
Security Council had had more success than is generally recognized
in dealing with outbreaks of hostilities. In Palestine, Indonesia, and
Kashmir, by persuasion, conciliation, and mediation the opposing
forces had been persuaded to stop fighting and had been assisted in
the tedious process of peaceful settlement. While rejoicing in these
accomplishments of the United Nations we recognized that the
parties concerned basically preferred a peaceful settlement rather
than a continuation of war and were prepared for negotiation and
adjustment. We knew, furthermore, that these were peripheral
struggles in the sense that they did not directly involve the great
powers and that they were not a direct manifestation of the cleavage
between the Soviet world and the Free World. During these years
the Assembly also had been used as an instrument to maintain peace
by supporting, through the Greek and Korean Commissions of the
Assembly, the effoerts to strengthen the democratic governments in
those countries. In neither case, however, before 1950, had the
responsibilities assumed by the Assembly involved the organization
as a whole in a direct military challenge from communist forces.

In June of 1950 the United Nations was faced with a direct
military challenge in Korea, which was not only made in great force
but had, moreover, the obvious support of the two great communist
powers of Russia and China. This challenge, in spite of its gravity,
was met promptly and with the approval of the very great majority
of the member states of the United Nations.

The action of the United Nations in June of 1950 broke new and
significant ground. The United Nations did not hesitate to take a
stand even though it realized that the aggressors had the military
support of two of the great powers. For the first time, the United
Nations now set out to organize and use collective military action
against armed aggression. We had assumed that the failure of the
United Nations, because of Soviet intransigence, to fulfil the pro-
visions of the Charter concerning collective measures would make
it difficult, if not impossible, for the United Nations to organize any-
thing in the nature of a military operation. In a situation of grave
necessity, however, member states found means for conducting such
an operation under United Nations auspices. In the absence of any-
thing like a United Nations High Command, the practical alternative
was to nominate the United States Government as the Unified Com-
mand, a policy which has proved efficient in spite of some inevitable
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difficulties over the direction of policy. This collective action,
although in accordance with the letter and the spirit of the Charter,
represented an expansion of the role that circumstances had led
us to expect the United Nations to play. Precedents were set of
enormous importance. 4

The issue was then complicated and made much more difficult by
the Chinese intervention on behalf of the North Korean aggressors.
This raised the whole question of the way in which the United
Nations fulfilled its role as a collective security organization in the
event of aggression in which a great power participated.

In these circumstances, the responsibilities of members of the
United Nations were ill-defined. On the one hand the pledges set
forth in the Purposes and Principles of the Charter applied to great
and small powers alike. All solemnly pledged themselves not to use
force against the territorial integrity or political independence of
any state; all pledged themselves to settle their disputes by peaceful
means; all agreed that the first purpose of the United Nations is
“to maintain international peace and security, and to that end: to
take effective collective measures for the prevention and removal
of threats to the peace, and for the suppression of acts of aggression
or other breaches of the peace”.

On the other hand, however, the effect of the rule of unanimity
amongst the Great Powers, as embodied in the veto, had led to the
realization that the United Nations would not be used as an instru-
ment of collective security in circumstances which involved a Great
Power. This assumption seemed to be confirmed by the fact that
the Great Powers themselves have failed to agree to measures under
Article 43 of the Charter by which the United Nations was to be
provided with the means of taking enforcement action. There had,
therefore, been no preparation for the collective action which was
undertaken to repel the aggression in Korea, nor was there even a
clear understanding of the obligations which rested on member states
in these circumstances.

The general question of the role the United Nations could play
as a security organization in a divided world was thus difficult to
answer. The specific question posed in the autumn of 1950 of what
action it should take when confronted with the fact of Chinese
participation in North Korean aggression was even more difficult.

The aggression in Korean had to be resisted; on this there could
be no doubt. But should the resistance in Korea take a form which
might lead to limited or unlimited war against China? On this there
could be and were grave reasons for doubt and hesitation.

In the first place, the whole philosophy on which the United
Nationg is founded is that force should be used only as a last resort
when all possibilities of settlement by persuasion, conciliation and
mediation have been exhausted. Secondly, when the United Nations
is compelled in the last resort to use force, it uses only as much force
and no more than is necessary to attain its object, suppressing acts
of aggression and restoring peace. It was, moreover, clear that the
only people who would be likely to profit from a war between the
United Nations and China would be the ruling circles in the Soviet
Union, and it was these ruling circles which constituted the greatest
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danger to the peace and freedom of the world. Finally, the motives
of the Peking Government in assisting in the original aggression in
Korea were obscure. Before taking any action which might lead to
an extension of the hostilities outside Korea, it was therefore the
duty of the United Nations to endeavour through all means at its
disposal to assure the Peking Government that the legitimate interests
of the Chinese Communist Government and people in Korea would
not be adversely affected by a defeat of the North Korean aggressors.

A comprehension of these factors which entered into the consi-
deration by the United Nations of the question of Chinese inter-
vention in Korea is essential to an understanding of what the United
Nations may do in the future. The United Nations should not be
judged as if it were a court to try offenders, with a police force
always ready and able to punish those found guilty. The United
Nations is not an entity in itself. It is the sum total of the wills of
its members and of the combined contributions which they are willing
to make. It is not now able to apply overwhelming pressure at all
times on all offenders, major or minor. Its members therefore must
conserve their limited resources in order to be able to apply them
collectively where they are most needed. It is for this reason that
those free countries with particular responsibilities for the main-
tenance of peace have been obliged to supplement the United Nations
with special agreements like the North Atlantic Treaty. The United
Nations is of enormous importance in the preservation of peace and
the maintenance of collective security. But so long as the armed
forces which must be used to maintain the security of the Free World
are possessed by a relatively few states, the methods by which these
forces are used to fulfil the collective security obligations of the
United Nations must necessarily be a matter of concern, particularly
to those countries on which the burden of defending the Free World
rests.

1t is important, however, not to underestimate the role played
by the United Nations as a whole, as distinet from that of the United
States and a few of its allies, in resisting North Korean aggression.
However clear the issue in Korea has been to Canadians, we should
not forget that it is less clear to the peoples of Asia and other parts
of the world. The United Nations has played an important role in
clarifying and organizing the defence of collective security. Although
the United States would certainly have been justified in intervening
on its own to prevent aggression in Korea, without the United

Jations it would have been still more difficult than it has been to
make clear that the United States was not acting for national or
imperialistic purposes. And what is more important than mere
appearances is the fact that this has been an international effort in
which, through the United Nations, the influence of Asian, European
and other countries has been brought to bear on policy.

The United Nations brings together in closer association than would
otherwise be possible countries taking active steps to resist aggres-
sion and countries prepared to give moral and in some cases diplo-
matic support. It provides an important forum, and it provides a
meeting place where the representatives of almost all states not only
can meet but cannot avoid meeting. Most important of all, it provides
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machinery for peaceful settlement. Even though we have unfor-
tunately found it necessary to increase enormously our defences,
we are doing so not because we are resigned to the arbitrament of
war. We are doing so to deter aggression, to persuade aggressors
to negotiate fairly and honourably. The United Nations exists
amongst other things to remind the Free World continuously of the
ultimate purpose of its policy and to assist it to seize every possible
opportunity for negotiation and settlement.

In this time of crisis in the United Nations, it is essential that
the Free World maintain its principles, while at the same time
recognizing and making allowance for the limitations upon its power
and resources. We must make clear that we are firmly opposed to
aggression of all kinds and that if at times we are unable to meet
aggression with the firmness we would wish, it is because we do not
yet possess the arms to do so. We should not be ashamed to profess
at the same time that the principal purpose of the United Nations is
to make peace rather than wage war, and that we must therefore,
no matter how strong we may become, be prepared with patience and
imagination to prolong our efforts to reach a settlement.

e

Secretary of State for External Affairs.

Ottawa,
February 1951.
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POLITICAL AND SECURITY

Korea

From the moment when the armed forces in Neorth Korea
launched their attack across the 38th parallel on June 25, 1950, the
Korean problem overshadowed all other questions before the United
Nations. After five years spent in employing processes of negoti-
ation and conciliation as a means of settling disputes such as those
in Palestine, Kashmir and Indonesia, and of attempting to solve the
multiple issues of the “cold war”, the U.N. had now been confronted
with a case of outright and unprovoked aggression against a sovereign
state. The ability of the world organization to take collective action
in the face of aggression had thus been directly challenged, and the
challenge was the clearer by reason of the fact that the Republic
of Korea had been brought into being as an independent nation under
the auspices of the United Nations.

The prompt action of the Security Council to meet this crisis
was generally accepted as the only response possible in the face of
such a crucial test; and fifty-three of fifty-nine members supported
the Council’s stand against the aggression. It was soon clear, how-
ever, that the campaign to repel the invaders would be arduous and
costly and that a very substantial build-up would be required before
United Nations forces could mount an effective counter-offensive.
Moreover, while the war was confined to Korea, it had repercussions
which demonstrated that much more was involved than the fate
of that country alone. Although the U.S.S.R. had been careful to
avoid an open entry into the fighting, the direction of Soviet sym-
pathies was manifest and there was much speculation as to the
degree to which the Soviet Union was prepared to support the North
Korean Communists. Later, with the intervention of Chinese Com-
munist forces, there was no doubt that the United States and other
Western nations were engaged in a serious diversionary war in the
Far East and that their contributions to the defence of Western
Europe were in danger of being gravely affected. 2

The implications of the war, therefore, extended into the heart
of the relations among the great powers. Moreover, as the war had
progressed, fundamental questions had been raised with regard to
the capacity of the United Nations to act as an agent of universal
collective security.

The previous record of the United Nations in Korea had been
one of limited success. The organization had endeavoured, over a
period of years, to assist the Koreans to achieve independence and
unity under a freely elected government. These efforts, however,

1




had been frustrated by the refusal of the Soviet Union to accept
the procedures laid down by the General Assembly at its Third,
Fourth and Fifth Sessions.! The Temporary Commission established
by the Assembly in 1947 was re-established in 1948 as the United
Nations Commission on Korea, with instructions to continue its
efforts to achieve the unification of South and North Korea. In
October 1949, the Assembly decided that the Commission should be
given additional authority to appoint observers to assist it in report-
ing on “developments which might lead to, or otherwise involve,
military conflict in Korea’. Further efforts to engage in negotiations
with the North Koreans failed to elicit any response, however, and
the Commission was able to do no more than concentrate on carrying
out the Assembly’s instructions so far as they concerned South
Korea, and on observing developments along the southern fringe of
the 38th parallel.

Because of the unstable situation in the artificially divided
peninsula, it had been realized that Korea constituted a potential
threat to peace in the area. Nevertheless, the news of the North
Korean attack on June 25 came as a profound shock. On the
initiative of the United States Government, however, the Security
Council was called into session on the same day. The United Nations
Commission on Korea having provided authoritative confirmation
that aggression had occurred, the Council adopted a resolution
calling for the cessation of hostilities and the withdrawal of North
Korean forces to the 38th parallel. The Soviet Delegation, which
had been boycotting the Council over the problem of Chinese
representation, was not able to veto this resolution. The resolution
also urged members to render every assistance to the United Nations,
and to refrain from giving assistance to the North Korean author-
ities. Two days later, as the North Koreans still advanced, President
Truman again took the lead and announced that he was ordering
United States air and sea forces to give cover and support to the
troops of the Government of the Republic of Korea. Later on the
same day, June 27, the Security Council, noting that the North
Koreans had ignored its previous resolution, approved a second
resolution recommending that «“members of the United Nations
furnish such assistance to the Republic of Korea as may be necessary
to repel the armed attack and to restore international peace and
security within the area”. Naval and air support were promptly
offered by member governments with units available in the vicinity,
and by June 30 authorization had been given General MacArthur
to employ ground forces under his command if the situation re-
quired. The fifty-three members of the United Nations which
approved the Security Council’s stand declared their willingness
to comply, in accordance with their individual capacities, with the
Council’s recommendations. On July 7, the Security Council passed
a third resolution recommending that all members providing military
forces and other assistance should make them available to “a Unified
Command under the United States”, and authorizing the use of
the United Nations flag in operations against the North Korean

forces.

T 18ee Canada and the United Nations, 198, pp. 6772 and Canada and the United Nations,
1949, pp. 73-T6.
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In Canada official and public opinion strongly supported the
measures taken by the United Nations to meet the crisis.! Govern-
ment approval was recorded in the House of Commons on June 28
by the Secretary of State for External Affairs who stated that
the decisions taken by the Security Council represented “collective
action through the United Nations for peace”. On June 30, the
Prime Minister, Mr. St. Laurent, told the House that “if a Canadian
contribution . ..under a United Nations Commander, would be im-
portant to achieve the ends of peace...then the Government wishes
Parliament to know that it would immediately consider making
such a contribution”. This support soon assumed concrete form.2
On July 12, Canada made available three destroyers; on July 21
an air transport squadron; and on August 11, in co-operation with
the Canadian Pacific Airlines, passenger transport facilities between
Vancouver and Tokyo. On August 7, the Government authorized
recruitment of a Canadian Army Special Force, which, subject to
Parliamentary approval, would be available for service in Korea.
To this end the Canadian Forces Act was passed by Parliament
and became law on September 9. An advance unit was despatched
in October, and by December 19 a battalion had arrived in Korea
to complete its advance training.

Despite the ready response of member nations, and particularly
of the United States, to the North Korean aggression, and while
the Unified Command was building up its strength for the counter-
attack, the superior forces of the North Koreans compelled a steady
retreat .throughout July and August to a beach-head around Pusan.
Meanwhile, on August 1, the Soviet Representative returned to the
Security Council to take his turn as President and, as expected, to
block any further constructive action on Korea. In anticipation
of the revival of the veto, the Council passed a last resolution on
this question on July 31, dealing with the problem of civilian relief.?

By mid-September the first phase of the Korean crisis had
ended. The Security Council was inhibited from further action by
the return of the U.S.S.R., which purported to view recent events
in the inverted perspective of an unsuccessful attack by the Republic
of Korea, backed by the United States and condoned by the illegal
actions of an improperly constituted organ of the United Nations.
Moreover, United Nations forces had gone over to the offensive
and after the Inchon landing on September 15, were approaching
the 38th parallel. Additional and urgent United Nations decisions,
involving the unification and rehabilitation of Korea and, more
immediately, the scope of further military operation were clearly
required. Discussion of the Korean question was, therefore, trans-
ferred to the General Assembly which had, in any case, an item
on its agenda entitled “Report of the United Nations Commission
on Korea” dealing with the problem of the independence and uni-
fication of that country.

1See Canada and the Korean Crisis, September 1, 1950, and Documents on the Korean
Orisis, January 24, 1951.

2While the bulk cf military forces in the Korean operation were supplied b ythe United
States, contributions in the form of naval, ground or air forces, or hospital units, were
offered by the following countries and had been accepted by the Unified Command as of
December 31, 1950: Australia, Belgium, Canada, Colombia, Denmark, HRthiopia, France,
Greece, India, Italy, the Netherlands, New_Zealand, the Philippines, Sweden, Thailand, '

Turkey, the Union of South Africa and the United Kingdom.
38ee *“Aid for Korea”, pp. 56-58.



4

When the Fifth Session of the Assembly opened on September
19, the Korean question was given priority on the agenda. The
Canadian attitude was outlined in a statement by Mr. Pearson on
September 27, during the opening debate. This statement set forth
five main principles which might govern the Assembly’s decision
on Korea:

(1) “The general objective of the United Nations in Korea
should be to fulfil now the purposes which have repeatedly
been stated at previous Assemblies—a united Korea, a
free Korea, a Korea which the Korean people itself governs
without interference from outside.”

(2) “The United Nations must assist the people of Korea to
establish peace and order throughout its territory as a
firm foundation for democratic institutions and of free self
government.”

(3) “The Korean people, once peace has been restored, must
be assured that no nation will exploit the present situation
in Korea for its own particular advantage.”

(4) “Nothing shall be done in the establishment of a united
f)ree Korea which carries any menace to Korea’s neigh-
ours.”

(5) “The free governments of Asia should take a major share
of the responsibility for advising the Korean people upon
methods of government which they should adopt and pro-
cedures which they should follow in establishing those
methods of government.” .

The main debate centred on two draft resolutions: an eight-
power resolution sponsored by Australia, Brazil, Cuba, the Nether-
lands, Norway, Pakistan, Philippines and the United Kingdom, and
the second, a five-power resolution, sponsored by Byelo-Russia,
Czechoslovakia, Poland, the Ukraine and the U.S.S.R.

The eight-power resolution, presented by the United King-
dom, made the following recommendations:

(1) that “all appropriate steps should be taken to ensure
conditions of stability” throughout Korea;

(2) that “all constituent acts be taken, including the holding
of elections under the auspices of the United Nations for
the establishment of a unified and democratic government”;

(3) that United Nations forces should only remain in any part
of Korea so long as necessary for achieving these objectives;

(4) that all necessary measures be taken to accomplish economic
rehabilitation.

The resolution went on, in its operative part, to call for the
establishment of a Commission to be known as the United Nations
Commission for the Unification and Rehabilitation of Korea
(UNCURK).

The Cominform bloc opposed the eight-power resolution on the
grounds that it sanctioned United States “intervention” in the
internal affairs of the Korean people, and tacitly permitted the
military occupation of Korea “by imperialist powers”. Their counter-
resolution consequently recommended that the “belligerents”
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immediately cease hostilities and that the United States and other
foreign troops in Korea be immediately withdrawn, and that a
“parity”’ commission, elected at a joint meeting of the Assemblies
of North and South Korea, organize and conduct elections for a
national assembly of all Korea.

These resolutions reflected two irreconcilable approaches to the
Korean issue. A somewhat different position was taken by the
Indian Representative. While agreeing fundamentally with the
objectives and assumption of the eight-power resolution, he never-
theless questioned the wisdom of adopting, at that stage, those
provisions which gave a tacit authority for the continuation of
United Nations military operations north of the 38th parallel, and
pointed out that these paragraphs of the resolution might serve
merely to increase the tension already existing in that part of the
world. However, he did not submit any specific resolution embodying
his views. Instead, with the strong support of Israel and Yugo-
slavia, he proposed the appointment of a sub-committee to formulate
a compromise resolution which might command the largest measure
of agreement. Many delegations, while sympathetic to the intention
behind the Indian proposal, nevertheless came reiuctantly to the
conclusion that it was unlikely to produce concrete results. As
Mr. Pearson pointed out, the Soviet Delegate had already stated
that he saw no possible compromise. Moreover, the need for fur-
ther United Nations guidance was a matter of urgency and a
sub-committee might well result in prolonged delay. When brought
to a vote the Indian proposal was defeated by 32 to 24, with 3
abstentions. The Assembly was thus faced with a choice between
the only substantive resolutions which had been proposed, and
there was no doubt where the will of the majority lay. In the final
vote on October 7 the General Assembly adopted the eight-power
resolution by 47 to 5, with 7 abstentions, including India.

In implementation of this resolution, the new United Nations
Commission was immediately appointed, the members being
Australia, Chile, the Netherlands, Pakistan, the Philippines,
Thailand and Turkey. Pending its arrival in Korea an Interim
Committee composed of representatives of the same nations was
established at Lake Success to consult and advise the Unified Com-
mand. In view of the difficulties which were anticipated in con-
nection with the re-establishment of civil administration in North
Korea before the holding of elections, the first act of the Interim
Committee was to approve a resolution advising the Unified Com-
mand to assume provisional responsibility for the government and
administration of areas north of the 38th parallel which might
come under occupation by the United Nations forces, pending further
consideration of the problem by UNCURK. The Economic and
Social Council was also preparing the way for a comprehensive
programme of economic rehabilitation.

Unfortunately, just as the United Nations was beginning to
formulate plans for a unified and democratic Korea in accordance
with the new resolution, the situation in Korea itself underwent
a drastic change and the Korean crisis entered its third phase, that
of Chinese Communist intervention.
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Early in October, while the debate at Lake Success was still
proceeding, the Chinese Communist Foreign Minister, Chou En-lai,
had publicly warned that his country would not “stand aside” if
United Nations troops crossed the 38th parallel. This warning had
contributed to the apprehension of a number of delegations lest
the continuation of United Nations military operations into North
Korean territory might result in an extension of the conflict. On
the other hand, while a halt short of the 38th parallel might have
been held to be consonant with the immediate objective of stopping
the aggression, it would have left unsolved the long-range problem
of unification, unless the North Koreans themselves agreed to accept
a United Nations settlement for the entire country; and it would
have permitted the North Korean forces to regroup once more
behind their previous border, remaining as a constant threat to the
stability of the area. Within a month after the difficult decision
was made, however, it became apparent that the warning from
Peking had not been an empty threat. Substantial numbers of
Chinese Communist “volunteers” appeared on the Korean side of
the Yalu River, throwing back advance units of the United Nations
forces. On November 6, the United Nations received official notice
of Chinese Communist intervention in a special report from General
MacArthur.

The gravity of this new development was recognized by all.
It was, however, by no means clear what motives had inspired this
intervention, which not only endangered the possibility of any peace-
ful settlement for Korea, but was also starting a chain of events
which might lead to a third world war. If it were motivated by
fear of alien forces along the Manchurian border, or by a desire
to protect specific Chinese interests in the frontier area, some
solution might be found. If, on the other hand, the Chinese Com-
munist action were part of a broader plan, or were designed to
throw United Nations forces entirely out of Korea, the United
Nations would be faced with a new crisis incomparably more serious
than that created by the initial attack on June 25.

Since the question of Chinese Communist motivation was
obviously of primary importance, the first action taken by the
Security Council on November 8, immediately following receipt of
General MacArthur’s special report, was to adopt a resolution
inviting a representative of the Chinese Communist Government
to be present during the discussion of this question in the Council.
It was also hoped that assurances regarding legitimate Chinese
interests might ease the tension, and on November 10, a six-power
resolution was presented to the Security Council calling on the
Chinese Communists to withdraw from Korea, affirming at the
same time that legitimate Chinese interests would be protected,
and requesting UNCURK to assist in the settlement of any problems
arising along the Chinese-Korean frontier. The Interim Committee
on Korea had three days before unanimously resolved to give what
assistance it could in this regard, and by the beginning of December
the United Nations Commission had begun to consider the problems
which it had been assigned.

On November 11, the Chinese Communist Government declined
the Security Council’s invitation to send representatives to discuss
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their intervention in Korea, and proposed instead a combined debate
on Formosa and Korea. It had, however, announced that it would
accept the Security Council’s previous invitation of September 29
to the Chinese Communists to be represented during discussion of
fheir own earlier complaint against United States “aggression” in
Formosa. The delegation was to be headed by Mr. Wu Hsiu-chuan.
It was hoped that the presence of representatives from Peking might
at least open the way to private discussions of Korean issues and
assist in clarifying the motives behind the Chinese intervention. The
delegation arrived in New York on November 24, the day General
MacArthur launched the offensive which he hoped would “end the
war” and “restore peace and unity in Korea”.

By the time Mr. Wu appeared at the Security Council on
November 28, Chinese Communist and North Korean forces had
already broken through the United Nations front, which had been
pushed close to the Korean-Manchurian border. The United Nations
had received General MacArthur’s communique “that an entirely
new war faced United Nations forces”. It was therefore in serious
terms that the United States Delegate, Mr. Austin, addressed the
Security Council. “It now appears doubtful”, Mr. Austin said, “that
war in Korea can be quickly concluded. It also appears clear beyond
any doubt that what all the free world hoped was an intervention
for limited purpose is, in fact, aggression — open and notorious. I
use the word ‘aggression’ here in this Council and before the world
by direction of my government. The consequences of these facts
must be faced squarely by the people of the world, and more
particularly by this Council”. Mr. Austin then asked the Chinese
Communist delegate a score of questions concerning Peking’s inter-
vention in Korea.

In reply Mr. Wu pointed out that he had come to discuss the
question of United States aggression against Formosa and not the
special report of the Unified Command. After presenting the
Chinese Communist case in uncompromising fashion and accusing
the United States of aggression in Korea, he concluded with the
proposal that the Security Council adopt measures calling for the
withdrawal of United States forces from both Formosa and Korea.

On November 30, the six-power resolution calling on the Chinese
Communists to withdraw their troops from Korea was voted on
in the Security Council, and, as expected, was vetoed by the Soviet
Union. Nine votes were cast in favour, but India did not participate
in the vote. The sponsors of the six-power resolution then sub-
mitted the question of Communist Chinese intervention to the
General Assembly, which assigned it to its Political Committee.
Another six-power resolution, almost identical with that vetoed
in the Security Council, was at the same time placed on the agenda.

While these preparations were going forward to have the
question of Chinese Communist intervention debated in the Political
Committee, Mr. Pearson made the following statement from Lake
Success on December 5. “In this dangerous situation it remains
our view that, if and when the military position is stabilized, we
should try to begin negotiations with the Chinese Communists by
every means possible. I am aware of the difficulties, I assure you,
but I believe that nothing should be left undone which might con-
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ceivably result in an honourable and peaceful settlement in Korea.
If, for example, providing the military situation is stabilized, there
could be a cease-fire followed by negotiations — possibly covering
more subjects than Korea —in which the Chinese Communists
would participate, there might still be hope of reaching such a
settlement”.

One week later, a group of Asian and Middle Eastern countries
submitted two resolutions to the Political Committee proposing a
course of action along the lines suggested by Mr. Pearson. The first,
known as the thirteen-power resolution, recommended that a special
group of three, including the President of the Assembly, Mr.
Nasrollah Entezam, be established to “determine the basis on which
a satisfactory cease-fire could be arranged”. The second, sponsored
by twelve powers (the Philippines did not join in sponsorship), re-
commended the appointment of a committee to draft plans for a
“peaceful settlement of existing issues in accordance with the pur-
poses and principles of the United Nations”. The Political Com-
mittee agreed to give priority to the cease-fire resolution, which
was approved on December 14, by a vote of 52 to 5 (Cominform bloc)
with one abstention (China). Mr. Pearson and Sir Benegal Rau of
India were named as the two other members of the Cease-Fire Group.

The initial Chinese Communist and Soviet reaction to the cease-
fire proposal offered little hope for its success. Both Mr. Malik and
Mr. Wu made it clear that the proposal was not acceptable, demand-
ing instead the withdrawal of all foreign troops from Korea in
accordance with a Soviet draft resolution of December 9. This reso-
lution had not specified whether “foreign troops” included the
Chinese Communists. The impression left by Mr. Malik’s remarks
was that they did not, although he implied that the removal of
United Nations forces would make it easier to arrange for the
departure of Chinese “volunteers”. At his press conference on
December 16, Mr. Wu flatly rejected the cease-fire proposal as a
trap to permit the building up of United States strength in Korea.
He also stipulated the withdrawal of United States protection from
Formosa and the seating of Chinese Communist representatives in
the United Nations as conditions precedent to any negotiated settle-
ment in Korea.

Despite these discouragements, the Cease-Fire Group proceeded
with its task. As a first step, it consulted representatives of tThe
Unified Command regarding a reasonable basis for future discussion.
From this there emerged, among other proposals, suggestions for
the establishment of a demilitarized area approximately twenty
miles deep above the 38th parallel and for the supervision of the
cease-fire by a United Nations Commission. On December 16, the
Group sent Mr. Wu a message, repeated by cable to Peking, offering
to discuss cease-fire arrangements with the Chinese Communist
Government or its representatives in New York or any other
“mutually convenient” place. On the same day, Mr. Entezam trans-
mitted to Peking through the Swedish Government a request that
the Chinese Communist delegation be instructed to remain in New
York for discussions with the Cease-Fire Group. Finally on
December 19, the Group assured the Chinese Communist Foreign
Minister that it was the clear understanding of the Group and of
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the sponsors of the twelve-power resolution still before the Political
Committee, that “once a cease-fire arrangement had been achieved,
the negotiations visualized in the second resolution” for a peaceful
settlement of existing issues in the Far East “should be proceeded
with at once”, and that the Chinese Communist Government “should
}oet.included in the Negotiating Committee referred to in that reso-
ution”.

The Chinese Communist response was, however, negative. Mr.
Wu was instructed to leave New York, and the Chinese Communist
Government notified Mr. Entezam that it regarded “as illegal, and
null and void” all major resolutions, especially those on Asia, which
had been adopted in the United Nations without the participation
of the Chinese Communist Delegation. Finally, Mr. Chou En-lai,
the Foreign Minister of the Chinese Communist Government,
refusing to recognize the Group, sent Mr. Entezam as President of
the Assembly the text of a public statement he had made on De-
cember 22, attacking the ‘“so-called proposal for a cease-fire first
and negotiations afterwards”, and reiterating the conditions for
negotiating a possible settlement which had previously been laid
down by Mr. Wu.

As the year ended, the Cease-Fire Group was preparing to sub-
mit to the Political Committee of the General Assembly a report
on its efforts to bring the fighting in Korea to an end. At the same
time, the Communist forces resumed in strength their offensive
south of the 38th parallel.

Formosa (Taiwan)

Formosa had been occupied by Japan for forty-six years before
the outbreak of war in 1941. It had been ceded to Japan by China
in 1895 under the terms of the Treaty of Shimonoseki, as a result
of the Sino-Japanese war of 1894-95. At the Cairo Conference in
1943 it was agreed by Mr. Roosevelt, Mr. Churchill, and Generalissimo
Chiang Kai-shek that Formosa should be returned to China. This
was confirmed at Potsdam in 1945 and subsequently adhered to by
the U.S.S.R. Although from a legal point of view the island should
probably be regarded as technically Japanese territory until some
formal action is taken through a peace treaty with Japan, it has for
all practical purposes been treated, since 1945, as under Chinese
administrative control. Since the Chinese Communists completed
their hold on the mainland in 1949, Formosa has been the seat of
the Chinese Nationalist Government. Both the Nationalist and
Communist governments are in agreement, however, in regarding
Formosa as an integral part of China.

Following the aggression of North Korea on June 25, 1950, the
question of Formosa acquired new significance, and on June 27
President Truman announced that ... In these circumstances, the
occupation of Formosa by Communist forces would be a direct
threat to the security of the Pacific area and to United States forces
performing their lawful and necessary functions in that area.
Accordingly, I have ordered the Seventh Fleet to prevent any attack
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on Formosa. As a corollary of this action, I am calling upon the
Chinese Government in Formosa to cease all sea and air operations.

. The determination of the future status of Formosa must await
the restoration of security in the Pacific, a peace settlement with
Japan or consideration by the United Nations”.

The Chinese Communist Government reacted immediately. In
a statement on June 28 the Chinese Communist Foreign Minister,
Mr. Chou En-lai, charged the United States with “armed aggression
against the territory of China and a complete violation of the United
Nations Charter”. In a subsequent cable to the Secretary-General
he called on the Security Council “to condemn the United States
Government for its criminal act in the armed intervention of the
territory of China and to take immediate measures to bring about
the complete withdrawal of all the United States armed invading
forces from Taiwan and from other territories belonging to China”.
This complaint was put on the agenda of the Security Council on
August 29 and was embodied in a formal resolution, sponsored by
the U.S.S.R., on September 2. The Security Council decided on
September 29 to extend an invitation to the Chinese Communist
Government to be represented during the discussion of these charges,
and further consideration of the subject was deferred until after
November 15.

Meanwhile, additional Chinese Communist charges of the United
States bombing of Manchurian territory in the course of the Korean
operation had resulted in the introduction of . resolutions in the
Security Council by both the United States and the Soviet Union.
None of these was adopted, however, and the Soviet Delegation
decided to bring the Chinese Communist accusations, including those
relating to Formosa, before the General Assembly under an item
entitled “Complaint ... regarding aggression against China by the
United States of America”.

All these charges and complaints regarding Formosa were based
on the Chinese Communist interpretation of the status of the island,
a question which had now been complicated by the competing claims
of the two Chinese governments. While consistently refusing to
recognise any validity in the Chinese Communist accusations, the
United States Representative had noted in a letter to the Secretary-
General as early as August 25 that “the United States would wel-
come United Nations consideration of the case of Formosa. ... We
believe that United Nations consideration would contribute to a
peaceful rather than forcible solution of that problem”. In an effort
to resolve the larger issue of the long-term status of the island and,
if possible, to find a peaceful solution under United Nations auspices,
the United States proposed on September 20 that the General
Assembly include on its agenda the “question of Formosa”. In
submitting this item, which was accepted and referred to the
Political Committee on October 7, the United States emphasized once
more that the measures it had taken were “without prejudice to
the long-term political status of Formosa”. Discussion in the
Political Committee was scheduled to begin about the middle of
November. However, in view of developments in Korea and of the
increasing tension in the Far East, the United States Representative
suggested on November 15 that consideration be deferred and that
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the item be placed at the end of the agenda. This was agreed to
and further discussion was consequently postponed.

There still remained the problem of dealing with the Chinese
Communist charges. The delegation from Peking arrived toward
the end of November, and attended the Security Council on November
28. After hearing a lengthy and bitter attack on the United States
by the Chinese Communist Representative, the Security Council on
November 30 rejected both the Soviet resolution of September 2
and a later Soviet-sponsored proposal, submitted by the Chinese
Communist Delegation, calling for the withdrawal of United States
forces from Formosa and Korea. The vote in both cases was 1 in
favour (U.S.S.R.) to 9 against, with India not participating.

In the Assembly, the Political Committee had also agreed to
invite the Chinese Communist Representative to participate in the
discussion of the general Soviet complaint regarding United States
aggression against China, which began on November 27. This dis-
cussion was interrupted by the more pressing problem of Korea,
and on December 19 the Chinese Communist Delegation left New
York. The year ended, therefore, with no action in the General
Assembly on either of the items on its agenda dealing with Formosa.

In the circumstances, there was no opportunity for any ex-
pression in the United Nations of Canadian views on the Formosa
problem. It was referred to, however, by Mr. Pearson, in his address
to the Windsor Chamber of Commerce on November 15. Stating that -
the desire to localize the conflict in Korea had dictated the policy
of the Canadian Government over Formosa, he continued: ‘“We
appreciated the necessity for the action which President Truman
took on June 27 in ordering the United States Seventh Fleet to
defend Formosa, because it seemed to provide a way of neutralizing
that island during the course of the fighting in Korea. We also
understood the explanatory comment which President Truman gave
in his press conference on August 31 when he declared: ‘of course,
it will not be necessary to keep the Seventh Fleet in the Formosan
Straits if the Korean thing is settled. That is a flank protection
on our part for the United Nations forces’. The question of Formosa
has now been placed by the United States on the agenda of the
General Assembly. We will be prepared to support in the United
Nations any appropriate resolution which would authorize the
continuance of this neutralization of Formosa so long as the war
in Korea makes that necessary”.

Chinese Nationalist Charges Against the U.S.S.R.

Chinese charges against the Soviet Union of treaty breaking
and violations of the United Nations Charter were originally in-
troduced at the Fourth Session of the General Assembly. After
a full debate the question was referred, on December 8, 1949, to the
Interim Committee.! On February 7, 1950, the Chinese Delegation
submitted a draft resolution to the Interim Committee reiterating
China’s case against the Soviet Union and calling on all member
states to withhold recognition of the Chinese Communist regime.

18ee Canada and the United Nations, 1949, pp. 70-73.
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Since many members were reluctant to take action on this resolution
because they found it difficult to determine what might usefully be
done, the Interim Committee did not discuss the substance of the
question. Apart from the distribution of a letter from the Chinese
Delegation containing additional charges of Soviet aggression, no
further action was taken until September 15, when the Interim
Committee referred the question back to the General Assembly where
it was placed on the agenda of the Political Committee.

On November 17, the Chinese Delegation introduced a draft
resolution calling for the appointment of a United Nations commis-
sion of enquiry. Support for this resolution was not forthcoming,
however, and it was withdrawn on November 23. The final outcome
of the debate was that the General Assembly, on December 1,
referred the question once more to the Interim Committee.

The Canadian position was re-stated in the Political Committee
of the Assembly on November 22. While the Canadian Represent-
ative agreed that Chinese charges made in 1949 and 1950 were
“indeed an eloquent accusation of bad faith in the conduct of the
Soviet Government towards a state to which it was bound by an
agreement of friendship and alliance”, he opposed the new Chinese
proposal for the establishment of a special commission at this stage,
explaining the Canadian attitude in the following terms: “We are
not proposing that all accusations and evidence be buried. We are
merely saying that little practical result can come from surveying
them once again before a commission formally established by the
United Nations”. The Canadian Delegation also opposed the sug-
gestion that the Interim Committee should again be asked to
consider this question. The Canadian attitude on this aspect of the
problem was that the Interim Committee “should not be expected
to resolve problems which the First Committee itself cannot resolve,
or to act when the First Committee is unwilling to act”.

The Assembly also adopted during its consideration of this
item, a resolution on the promotion of stability in international
relations with the Far East, including a reference to the independence
and territorial integrity of China. This resolution wags supported
by the Canadian Delegation.

Peace and Security Proposals

_ The President of the Fourth Session of the General Assembly,
Brigadier-General Carlos Romulo, expressed the hope in September
1949 that the session over which he was about to preside would
become known as the “Peace Assembly”. One year later Mr.
Nasrollah Entezam, the new President, stated his hope that the
Fifth Session would come to be described as the “Assembly of
Collective Security”. The difference in emphasis between these
descriptive titles illustrated the increasing concern felt in the
United Nations as the organization approached and passed its fifth
anniversary in the atmosphere of a grave international crisis. The
vear which had intervened had marked an abrupt transition from
the cold war to a new and more menacing phase in world affairs.
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An outbreak of armed aggression had not only brought United
Nations forces into action against a declared aggressor, but was
threatening to bring about a general world catastrophe.

Under these circumstances it had become, in the judgement of
many member states, including Canada, a matter of prime urgency
to review the collective security machinery which was available to
the United Nations. It was true that the Security Council’s action
on Korea had been forthright and effective; but there was good
reason to believe that in another such crisis the United Nations might
not be so well served by the Security Council. For one thing, the
U.S.S.R. had resumed its place at the Council and thus could not be
counted on to continue to forego its right of veto. For another,
there were many possible danger areas where the United Nations
maintained no observation agency such as the Commission on Korea,
which had provided reliable evidence on the North Korean attack.
It was realized that the prompt implementation of the Council’s
decisions on Korea would not have been possible had United States
troops not been available in close proximity to the area of hostilities.
The fact that such assistance might not be readily forthcoming in
other possible danger areas had brought to a head the concern of
many member states over the faiiure of the permanent members to
agree on the formation of the United Nations military forces
envisaged in Chapter VII of the Charter. While the Security
Council’s recommendations of June and July 1950 had, in the event,
met with spontaneous acceptance by fifty-three member states, there
seemed to be a need for new means of organizing collective defence
against aggression. In spite of its record of achievement on Korea,
the Security Council did not retain the confidence of the non-
Cominform world as a capable guarantor of international peace.
A second line of defence was sought in the General Assembly, where
votes were not rendered ineffectual by the veto of one of the per-
manent members. The debates which followed in October and part
of November 1950 were staged against this background, and they
resulted in the adoption of constitutional decisions of potentially
great importance.

These decisions were embodied in a set of three resolutions.
By far the most significant provisions were contained in the first of
these, entitled “Uniting for Peace”, which was guided through
committee and plenary debate under the joint sponsorship of Canada,
France, the Philippines, Turkey, the United Kingdom, the United
States and Uruguay. In its final form this resolution contained a
lengthy preamble, and five parts (A to E), four of which had been
included in the original text. The fifth incorporated references to
economic and social objectives based on a proposal, similar in
character to the “Uniting for Peace” resolution, submitted by the
Chilean Delegation. The final version of the resolution, as adopted
by the General Assembly by a vote of 53 to 5 (the Soviet bloc) with
2 abstentions (Argentina and India) on November 3, 1950, provided
for the following:?

(a) the calling of emergency sessions of the Assembly on

twenty-four hours notice for the purpose of making re-
commendations if the Security Council had failed to agree

1See Appendix 8, p. 167, for excerpts from the text of the resolution.
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on a means of resisting a breach of the peace or an act of
aggression;

(b) establishment of a Peace Observation Commission of
fourteen states, including the five permanent members of
the Security Council, to observe and report on the situation
in areas of international tension;

(c¢) a recommendation that each member state maintain ele-
ments within its armed forces for prompt use as United
Nations units;

(d) the establishment of a Collective Measures Committee of
fourteen members to study methods which might be used
to strengthen the collective security machinery of the
United  Nations;

(e) a call for intensified respect for human rights and fun-
damental freedoms, and for increased efforts to achieve
condition